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ABSTRACT 
 
This mixed-method study investigated the extent of focused and unfocused indirect 
corrective feedback efficacy in improving learners’ linguistic accuracy in written work 
over a period of time. The quantitative inquiry that involved two treatment groups (n = 
30 for focused indirect corrections and n = 30 for unfocused indirect corrections) and a 
control group (n = 30), compared the differential effects of focused indirect with the 
unfocused indirect corrective feedback on the uptake and retention of the accurate use 
of subject-verb agreement, prepositions and articles as measured from the pretest, 
immediate and delayed posttests. The participants in the treatment groups were required 
to complete two writing tasks of which they received either focused or unfocused 
corrective feedback, and were required to complete two sessions of collaborative 
dialogue for the purpose of revising the written work based on the corrective feedback 
provided. The qualitative inquiry attempted to identify factors relating to the Language-
Related Episodes (LREs) that influenced uptake and retention of the corrective feedback 
on subject-verb agreement, prepositions and articles in the learners’ written work. These 
LREs were derived from the collaborative dialogue that the participants were required 
to complete for revision sessions. Selected participants were interviewed one week after 
the delayed posttest to further explore the factors that may have influenced corrective 
feedback efficacy on the uptake and retention of the targeted linguistic forms. Guided 
by Swain’s (2005) Output Hypothesis, the LREs and interviews were analysed to 
identify prevailing influencing factors.  The statistical findings revealed that both 
treatment groups outperformed the control group in the immediate and delayed 
posttests. However, there was no significant difference between the unfocused and 
focused corrective feedback groups indicating that both correction types were equally 
facilitative in increasing accuracy of the three targeted structures over a period of time. 
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The qualitative results revealed six main factors that may have greatly influenced the 
uptake and retention of the corrective feedback on those targeted forms, which are:  
learners’ subsequent response to the corrective feedback; focus on ungrammatical uses; 
hypothesising of correct forms uses; post-response reflections; linguistic features and 
task-related factors. Overall, results suggest that while both focused and unfocused 
corrective feedback may be facilitative in improving language accuracy, based on the 
influencing factors identified, learners may benefit more from the unfocused corrective 
feedback. This implication was proposed with the condition that the feedback provided 
for the written work can retain learners’ interest and focus towards task completion. 
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ABSTRAK 
 
Kajian ini dijalankan untuk menyelidik takat keberkesanan kaedah maklumbalas 
pembaikan tertumpu dan komprehensif ke atas hasil kerja penulisan bagi satu tempoh. 
Inkuiri kuantitatif yang melibatkan dua kelompok rawatan (n = 30 bagi maklumbalas 
pembaikan tertumpu dan n = 30 bagi maklumbalas pembaikan komprehensif) dan satu 
kelompok kawalan juga membandingkan bezaan kesan oleh dua jenis kaedah 
maklumbalas pembaikan tersebut ke atas ambilan dan pengekalan penggunaan kata 
kerja tertakluk, preposisi dan artikel yang tepat.  Pembandingan ini dilakukan dengan 
mengukur min skor yang didapati dari praujian, pascaujian terdekat dan pascaujian 
tertangguh. Peserta kelompok rawatan dikehendaki menyempurnakan dua tugasan 
penulisan yang kemudiannya diberi samaada maklumbalas pembaikan tertumpu atau 
maklumbalas pembaikan komprehensif. Mereka juga dijehendaki melalui dua sesi 
dialog kolaboratif untuk tujuan penyemakan dan pembetulan penulisan berdasarkan 
maklumbalas pembaikan yang diterima. Inkuiri kualitatif pula adalah untuk 
mengenalpasti faktor-faktor berkaitan dengan Language-Related Episodes (LREs) yang 
mempengaruhi ambilan dan pengekalan maklumbalas pembaikan yang diberi ke atas 
kata kerja tertakluk, preposisi dan artikel yang disebut. Analisa LREs dan temu bual 
dengan peserta yang terpilih dibuat untuk mengenalpasti faktor-faktor tersebut dengan 
berpandukan Output Hypothesis oleh Swain (2005). Dapatan statistik menunjukkan 
kedua-dua kelompok rawatan mengatasi kelompok kawalan dalam pascaujian terdekat 
dan juga dalam pascaujian tertangguh. Walaubagaimanapun, tiada perbezaan signifikan 
diantara kelompok maklumbalas pembaikan tertumpu dan kelompok maklumbalas 
pembaikan komprehensif. Ini bermakna tahap keberkesanan kedua-dua jenis 
maklumbalas pembaikan adalah sama dalam membantu peserta meningkat penggunaan 
yang tepat bagi tiga fokus tatabahasa yang disebut untuk sesuatu tempoh jangka masa. 
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Hasil kajian kualitatif mengenalpasti enam faktor utama yang mempengaruhi ambilan 
dan pengekalan penggunaan tepat tiga fokus tatabahasa yang disebut. Pertama, respons 
pelajar terhadap maklumbalas pembaikan; kedua, fokus kepada penggunaan tatabahasa 
yang tidak tepat; ketiga, hipotesis penggunaan tatabahasa yang betul; keempat, 
pengamatan pasca-respons; kelima, ciri-ciri tatabahasa; dan keenam, faktor berkaitan 
tugasan. Secara keseluruhannya, walaupun keberkesanan kedua-dua maklumbalas 
pembaikan adalah sama, berdasarkan faktor-faktor yang dikenalpasti dari inkuiri 
kualitatif, keputusan kajian menyarankan pelajar boleh mendapat manfaat yang lebih 
dari maklumbalas komprehensif. Saranan ini diutarakan dengan syarat maklumbalas 
mestilah diberi untuk jenis penulisan yang boleh mengekalkan minat dan tumpuan 
pelajar dalam menyempurnakan tugasan.  
vii 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
Deepest gratitude to my advisor, Dr Ng Lee Luan, for continued valuable support, 
mentoring and efficient guidance at each phase of completing this study. Many thanks 
also to Dr. Tan Siew Kuang for constructive comments and advice on the theoretical 
framework, methodological matters and presentation of findings in the write-up of the 
study. I extend my appreciation to the external examiners, Professor Icy Lee Kit-Bing 
and Assistant Professor Dr. Younghee Sheen for insightful comments and suggestions. 
My appreciation is also extended to all the students and an independent rater who 
participated in the study. Special thanks to my mother, sister and brother for the help 
and encouragement from time to time. Heartfelt gratitude to my husband, Ahmad 
Nasaruddin Sulaiman and my three daughters, Nor Asyikin, Nor Humaira and Nor 
Hanani, for the unremitting assistance, support and encouragement in every way, 
throughout. 
viii 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
TITLE PAGE…………………………………………………………….…….……... i 
ORIGINAL LITERARY WORK DECLARATION………………….…….…….. ii 
ABSTRACT…………………………………………………………….……….……. iii 
ABSTRAK……………………………………………………………….………..…… v 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS……………………………………………………..…… vii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS……………………………………………………….….… viii 
LIST OF FIGURES………………………………………………………..…….….... xiii 
LIST OF TABLES.……………………………………………….………………..…. xiv 
LIST OF TERMS……………………………………….…………………….…….… xv 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION……….………………………………………..…. 1 
1.0 Overview ………………………………………………………………….…….. 1 
1.1 Background of the Study ……………………………………………..………… 2 
1.2 Significance of the Study……………………………………………...………… 3 
1.3 Research Gap……………………………………………………….….…….…... 4 
1.4 Definition and Terminology…………………………………….…..…………… 6 
 1.4.1   Focused Corrective Feedback………………………………..…….…… 6  
 1.4.2   Unfocused Corrective Feedback……………………………..…...……. 7  
 1.4.3 Indirect Corrective Feedback……………………………….…..……… 8 
1.5 Research Questions and Hypotheses…………………………..……………..…. 9 
1.6 Limitations of the Study………………………………………..……..…….…… 13 
1.7 Ethical Considerations………………………………………..………….…..…... 14 
1.8 Thesis Outline…………………………………………………..………….…..… 14 
   
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW…………………………………………….... 16  
2.0 Overview…………………………………………………………………………… 16 
2.1   The Role of Corrective Feedback in Second Language Acquisition…………..…... 17 
ix 
 
 2.1.1   Issues on Corrective Feedback in Language Learning…..…...………….... 18 
 2.1.2 Types and Efficacy……………………………………………………..…. 26 
  2.1.2.1 Direct and Indirect Corrective Feedback…………………………. 26 
  2.1.2.2 Metalinguistic Corrective Feedback ……………………………… 27 
  2.1.2.3 Focused and Unfocused Corrective Feedback …………………… 28 
  2.1.2.4 Technology-Aided Corrective Feedback …………………………. 33 
2.2   Differential Effects Studies on Corrective Feedback Efficacy………….….…….... 34 
 2.2.1 Focused and Unfocused Corrective Feedback……………….…...…….... 35 
 2.2.2 Direct and Indirect Corrective Feedback……………………….…..…..... 41 
2.3 Uptake and Retention……………………….…………………………………....… 48 
2.4 Second Language Learning Theories and Corrective Feedback…..……...….… 53 
 2.4.1   Krashen’s Input Hypothesis ………………………………..…….……. 54 
 2.4.2   Long’s Interaction Hypothesis……………………………..…....……... 55 
 2.4.3 Swain’s Output Hypothesis……………………………………......……. 56 
2.5 Theoretical Framework of the Present Study.…….………………………….….…. 58 
 2.5.1   Output Hypothesis and Negative Evidence as The framework............…... 59 
2.6   Learners’ Perspectives………………………………………….………….............. 65 
Chapter Summary………………………………………..….……………………….......... 70 
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY………………………………….……….……..... 70 
3.0 Overview……………………………………………………….……….……..…. 70 
3.1 Research Design and Procedure…………………………………………..…..…. 70 
 3.1.1 Research Design………………………………………………….......….. 72 
 3.1.2 Research procedure………………………………..…………….……... 75 
3.2 Data Analysis……………………………………………………..…………….... 77 
3.3 Research Context………………………………………………………..……...... 79 
 3.3.1   Participants………………………………………..………………..…... 80 
 3.3.2 Operationalisations of Feedback Types………………………….…..... 82 
x 
 
 3.3.3   Focused Linguistic Features………………………..……………...….... 84 
3.4 Treatment Instruments and Procedures…………………..……………...……... 95 
 3.4.1 Treatment Instruments……………………………..…………………… 95 
 3.4.2 Treatment Procedures……………………………..………………....…. 96 
  3.4.2.1 The Written Task………………………..……………...…….… 98 
  3.4.2.2  Language-Related Episodes (LREs)…….…………………….. 99 
 3.4.3 Qualitative Interview…………………………..……...…………….….. 102 
3.5 Testing Instruments and Procedures………………………………..………….… 104 
 3.5.1 Pretest, Immediate Posttest and Delayed Posttest………..…………..… 105 
 3.5.2 Scoring Procedure of the Written Tests…………….………...….…….. 108 
 3.5.3 Coding and Analysis Procedures of the LREs………………………… 113 
 3.5.4 Inter-rater Reliability………………………………..………..……….... 120 
  3.5.4.1 Written Tests & LREs …………………..……..……..……...… 121 
Chapter Summary………………………………………………….…………………... 125 
CHAPTER 4: QUANTITATIVE FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION……..….…..… 126 
4.1   Overview of the Research Questions and Hypotheses…………….…….…….. 126 
4.2 Data Sets and Statistical Measurements………………………………..…….….... 128 
 4.2.1 Statistical Data for the Control Group in the Score Gains of Subject-Verb 
Agreement, Prepositions and Articles……………….……………….…… 132 
 4.2.2 Results for Research Question 1: Focused CF Efficacy in the Score Gains 
of Subject-Verb Agreement, Prepositions and 
Articles…………………………………………………………....………. 
134 
 4.2.3 Results for Research Question 2: Unfocused CF Efficacy in the Score 
Gains of Subject-Verb Agreement, Prepositions and 
Articles……………………………………………………...…….….…… 
138 
 4.2.4 Results for Research Question 3: Differential Effects of Corrective 
Feedback Types Efficacy on the Accuracy Score Gains of Subject-Verb 
Agreement, Prepositions and Articles…………………………………...... 
142 
  4.2.4.1 Differential Effects of Corrective Feedback Types Efficacy on the 
Accuracy Score Gains of Subject-Verb Agreement…….…….……… 142 
xi 
 
  4.2.4.2 Differential Effects of Corrective Feedback Types Efficacy on the 
Accuracy Score Gains of Prepositions…………………………………. 145 
  4.2.4.3 Differential Effects of Corrective Feedback Types Efficacy on the 
Accuracy Score Gains of Articles……………………….…….............. 
150 
Chapter Summary…………………………………………………………………...…. 153 
CHAPTER 5: QUALITATIVE RESULTS…………………………….….…..…… 155 
5.0 Overview…………………………………………………………………………. 155 
5.1    Findings of the Language-Related Episodes (LREs) Analysis……….….....….. 157 
 5.1.1 Learners’ Subsequent Response to the CF during the LREs……..…… 160 
 5.1.2 Learners’ Focus on Ungrammatical Uses ………………………..…… 168 
 5.1.3 Hypothesising on What is Considered as Correct……………..…...…. 172 
 5.1.4 Learners’ Post-Response Reflections…………………………..……… 179 
  5.1.4.1 First Language (L1) Influence on the Learners’ Post-Response 
Reflections………………………………………………………………. 
186 
5.2 Findings of the interview analysis……………………………………….……... 196 
 5.2.1 Linguistic features………………………………………………............ 197 
 5.2.2 Task-related factors………………………………………….……….... 207 
  5.2.2.1 Learners’ Attitude towards the Importance of the Task……… 207 
  5.2.2.2 Learners’ Attitude towards the Treatment Tasks……………… 208 
  5.2.2.3 Learners’ Attitude towards the Length and the Types of the Writing 
Tasks…………………………………………………………………..… 
213 
  5.2.2.4 Learners’ Attitude towards the Peer in the Pair Talk…….…… 216 
Chapter Summary……………………………………………………………............ 223 
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION………………………………………….….………… 224 
6.1 Findings Summary……………………………………………….………………. 224 
6.2   Implications of the study………………………………………………………… 227 
 6.2.1 Theoretical Implications…..……………………………………………. 227 
  6.2.1.1 The Interrelatedness of the Major Functions of the 
Output Hypothesis……………………………………………..……….. 
227 
xii 
 
  6.2.1.2 The other Contributing Factors Revealed by the  
Qualitative Findings……………………………………………………... 
231 
  6.2.1.3 The Role of Collaborative Dialogue…………………………... 232 
 6.2.2 Methodological Implications………….………………………………... 234 
 6.2.3 Pedagogical Implication…….…………………………………………. 234 
  6.2.3.1 The Incorporation of Written CF and Collaborative Dialogue which 
Enhances the Learning Process………………………………….……… 
234 
  6.2.3.2 The Design of Task that Enhances Consistent Focus during  
The Learning Process…………….……………………………………. 236 
6.3 Limitations and Suggestions for further study……………………..………..….. 238 
6.4 Conclusion……………………………………………………………………..…. 241 
REFERENCES ……………………………………………………………………...….. 244 
APPENDIX A ………………………………………..………………………….………. 258 
APPENDIX B ………………………………………………..……………..…………. 260 
APPENDIX C ………………………………………………...……………...…………. 262 
APPENDIX D ………………………………………………..……………….…………. 264 
APPENDIX E …………………………………..……………………………..…………. 265 
APPENDIX F ……………………………………...……………………………………. 267 
APPENDIX G …………………………………..………………………………………. 268 
APPENDIX H ……………………..……………………………………….……………. 271 
 
 
xiii 
 
 LIST OF FIGURES 
 
Figure 2.5 Conceptual Framework 59 
Figure 3.1.1.1 Quasi experimental Pretest-Treatment-Posttests Design 73 
Figure 3.1.1.2 Research Design and Procedure 75 
Figure 3.4.2 Sequence of Treatment Activities 99 
Figure 3.5.3.1 Transcribed LREs for Coding using WEFT QDA 1.0.1 119 
Figure 3.5.3.2 SVA Form Focus Category Retrieved 120 
Figure 3.5.3.3 Coding Review Grid (WEFT QDA 1.0.1) 121 
Figure 4.2.1 Scores Means of the Control Group across Three Test 
Times 
137 
Figure 4.2.2 Scores Means of the FCF Group across Three Test Times 139 
Figure 4.2.3 Scores Means of the UFCF Group across Three Test 
Times 
143 
Figure 4.2.4.1 Scores Means of SVA of the Three Condition Groups 148 
Figure 4.2.4.2 Scores Means of Prepositions of the Three Condition 
Groups 
152 
Figure 4.2.4.3 Scores Means of Articles of the Three Condition Groups 157 
Figure 6.1.1 Findings Summary of the Study 237 
Figure 6.2.1.1 Model of Output Hypothesis in Previous Studies 
 
240 
Figure 6.2.1.2 Model of the Findings in the Present Study Guided by the 
Output Hypothesis 
241 
 
xiv 
 
 
LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table 3.3.1  Bio-information on the Participants 83 
Table 3.3.3 Most Frequent Error Categories 86 
Table 3.5.1 Correlation Coefficient Measurement of Equivalent-Forms 109 
Table 3.5.4.1 Cohen’s Kappa for Inter-rater Reliability of the Written Tests 
 
125 
Table 3.5.4.2 Cohen’s Kappa for Inter-rater Reliability of the LREs 127 
Table 4.2.1 Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for the Focused CF Group in 
the Pretest, Immediate and Delayed Posttests 
 
132 
Table 4.2.2 Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for the Unfocused CF Group in 
the Pretest, Immediate and Delayed Posttests 
 
133 
Table 4.2.3 Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for the Control Group in the 
Pretest, Immediate and Delayed Posttests 
 
133 
Table 4.2.4 Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variance for the Accuracy 
Scores in the Pretest, Immediate and Delayed Posttests 
 
134 
Table 4.2.1.1 Tests Scores Means (in Percentage) and Standard Deviations of 
the Control Group (n=30) 
 
137 
Table 4.2.2.1 Tests Scores Means (in Percentage)  and Standard Deviations 
of the Focused CF Group (n=30) 
 
139 
Table 4.2.3.1 Tests Scores Means (in Percentage) and Standard Deviations of 
the Unfocussed CF Group (n=30) 
143 
Table 4.2.4.1 Tests Scores Means (in Percentage) and Standard Deviations on 
the Accurate Use of SVA 
148 
Table 4.2.4.2   Tests Scores Means (in Percentage) and Standard Deviations on 
the Accurate Use of Prepositions 
151 
Table 4.2.4.3 Tests Scores Means (in Percentage) and Standard Deviations on 
the Accurate Use of Articles 
156 
Table 5.1.1.1 Test scores for comparison 169 
Table 5.1.1.2 Amount of Corrective Feedback and LREs Occurrences 171 
Table 5.2.2 Amount of CF, LREs occurrences and test scores for 
comparison 
219 
 
xv 
 
LIST OF TERMS 
 
ESL English as a second language 
L1 First language/ Native language 
L2 Second language 
SLA Second language acquisition 
CF Corrective feedback 
WCF Written corrective feedback 
FCF Focused corrective feedback – Feedback provided for one 
error type or category 
UFCF Unfocused corrective feedback – Comprehensive feedback 
provided for all errors or a wider range of error category 
Indirect CF Corrective feedback that informs the learners that errors 
have been committed by indicating with symbols or 
underlining the error. However, the correct form is not 
provided 
Direct CF Corrective feedback that informs the learners of the errors 
as well as the correct forms 
Language-Related 
Episodes (LREs) 
Segments in the pair talk during which learners focused 
explicitly on language items 
Uptake A process of which learners take up or use the accurate 
form of the targetted linguistic forms as provided through 
the corrective feedback 
Retention A process of which learners managed to retain the 
accurate use of the targetted linguistic forms as provided 
through the corrective feedback over a period of time 
Collaborative 
Dialogue 
The activity of which learners deliberate collaboratively 
over the CF that they received during the pair talk 
 
 
